are also considered as unfavorable fracture modes in CBFs (Yoo 31 et al. 2008 ).
32 Lehman et al. (2008) showed that the maximum strain demands infill under strong earthquake excitations (e.g., Mander et al. 1998;  58 Moghaddam et al. 2006) . These studies concluded that the presence 59 of masonry infill improves the stability of the frame and the energy 60 dissipation capacity of the system. However, observations from 61 major devastating earthquakes (especially the Bam earthquake in 62 Iran) highlighted that ignoring the contribution of masonry infill in 63 the seismic design process can lead to the premature fracture of the 64 connections in CBFs. 65 The effect of brick infill walls on the seismic performance of 66 eccentrically braced frames was studied by Daryan et al. (2009 braces as suggested by Yoo et al. (2007 Yoo et al. ( , 2008 192 where σ x , σ y ,σ z , σ xy , σ yz , and σ zx = components of the stress friction coefficient (μ) of 0.45 as suggested by Shaikh (1978 used for the modelling of masonry infill are summarized in Table 1 .
243
The cyclic loading protocol shown in (Table 2 ). Similar to the common practice, the frames 292 were designed by ignoring the effects of infill-frame interactions. observations and also high stress demand regions in FE models.
324
As discussed before, higher equivalent plastic strain (ε 
It is shown in The results in of CBFs with masonry infill was negligible (less than 4%). Table 4 450 also shows that, in general, using tapered gusset plates leads to a 451 lower lateral stiffness and strength compared to other gusset plate 452 configurations.
453
The results in Fig. 12 and 
